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11/26/69 


To Harold and Dick: 


At page 10? (and in numerous other places) of the NO testimony, 
Frazier says that the white chalk mark on the back of the Pres, 
stand-in was made according to the autopsy measurements. I had* 
a ways oe^n under bhe impression that tiiis was done according to 
the position of the hole in the jacket. I checked the 26 volumes 
and tound that the NO testimony is right. At 5H166, Frazier says 
that the mark was made according to the autopsy measurements / This 
is quite a startling piece of informantion. 

It seems from the NO test, that Frazier made a big stink 
about the picture of the stand-in distributed by UPI which shows 
tne. bullet nole way down on the back. Therefore, I will ref^r to 
official WC documents for my following co/d neats. Obviously .Frazier 
can’t dispute them. ' 

I have photographs from some of the reconstruction pictures 
tnrough tne rifle scope. You can make out the MIX mark on the" 
coat in what the WC printed but it is clear as day on the actual 
photo. I'll r=fer to the photo through the scope for Frame 225. 

There is no doubt about it--the mark falls on the back. I would 
estimate that it corresponds to a position exactly'Tb^ve the first 
rib in back right up next to the spine. I doubt very much whether 
tms would indicate a position much lower into the back which 
would involve hitting bone or penetrating the lung, it any r.t° 
that mark is nowhere near the neck. It is damned close to' the mark 
which Boswell put on the autopsy face sheet. 

Obviously this does not agree with the drawings submitted 
to tne WC by Humes for his testimony. I guess this “can be explained 
away oy the fact that the drawing was prepared without photos, ect. 
just like tney explained away the mark on the face sheet. Well let 
tnem explain this away I Here is an official photograph accompanying 
sworn testimony that this is the position of the back wound ss 
indicated by the autopsy measurements. Conclusive proof that the 
Commission knew about the real position despite the obfuscation of 
the drawings. 

There is more significance to this than what I just pointed 
out. Notice that a bullet entering this low on a downward ' angle would 
surely have penetrated at least into the top of the right lung 
if it made any substantial penetration into the upoer thorax at all 
Humes testimony that the lung was not pierced is explicit. This is 
m my opinion stark corroboration for the theory that a bullet penpfrat°d 
a very short distance into the back. 

There is probably other significance which I have missed «t 
tne time being. 



